Impression motivation is an important individual difference variable that has been under-3 researched in sport psychology. The purpose of this study was to design a measure of 4 impression motivation for use with team-sport athletes. A variety of construct validity checks 5 decreased the initial pool of items, exploratory analyses (n = 310) revealed the factor 6 structure of the newly-developed scale, and confirmatory factor analytic procedures (n = 406) 7 provided a modified version of the scale that retained theoretical integrity and psychometric 8 parsimony. This process resulted in a 15-item, 4-factor model; the Impression Motivation in 9
component of impression motivation were also consulted. The self-presentational motives of 23 interpersonal influence (social and material outcomes), development of self (desired identitiesfunctions) were central in this process. Also, however, literature on the antecedents of 1 heightened impression motivation -goal-relevance of impressions (publicity, dependence, 2 expected future interaction), value placed on desired goals (availability, target characteristics, 3 fear of disapproval), and discrepancy between desired and current public image -were 4 adapted to reflect the types of motives that would activate such motivation (e.g., "I am 5 motivated to always be fully prepared, as I don't want to be seen as less able than I am," and, 6 "I am motivated to create a good impression when everything in the situation suggests that I 7
will not be able to do so"). 8 However, to supplement the limited literature base (in sport psychology) a survey was 9 administered to 21 university student-athletes with an average age of 20.1 years (SD = 1.2), 10 representing twelve different sports. Respondents provided open-ended answers to questions 11 concerning the impressions they most want to convey to others, to whom they want to convey 12 these impressions, and their reasons why. 13 The key impressions that participants wanted to convey centred on technical abilities 14 (skills, athleticism, cognitive assets), intangible qualities (motivation, dispositional 15 characteristics, 'team-building' capabilities), and physical attributes (physical fitness, 16 power/strength, speed/quickness). Intended targets included team-mates, coaches, the team 17 captain, knowledgeable other competitors, the opposition, selectors, parents/family, 18 friends/peers, spectators, and the opposite sex. Reasons for impression management, or 19 benefits associated with effective self-presentation, included personal satisfaction, feeling 20 proud, to enhance one's mental state, achievement, career advancement, and to exert an 21 influence over others. With re-phrasing and re-structuring, these were transformed into 22 potential questionnaire items; when added to those already developed via literature review 23 this produced 101 items. 24
Content validity of items
The global categories of motive for self-presentation and broad situational antecedents 1 of impression motivation tend to overlap considerably; in interpersonal contexts the 2 individual may be influenced by more than one simultaneously (Leary & Kowalski, 1990) . 3 Therefore, unless questionnaire items are semantically unambiguous, there is a possibility 4 that respondents could interpret items as tapping multiple motives, or struggle to differentiate 5 between what they perceive to be competing components of an item. Further, questionnaire 6 developers must ensure that their items are adequate operationalizations of the variables they 7 seek to measure; not doing so would diminish the theoretical validity of the measurement 8 model (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) . 9
To rule out items with an indistinct conceptual basis, a consensus was first reached 10 between the authors concerning to which of the self-presentation motives and antecedents of 11 heightened impression motivation (see Introduction) each item was most strongly related. 12 Next, a panel of four advisors external to the study were provided with a description of each 13 of the impression motivation variables, including examples, and asked to match individual 14 items to the six variables. Agreement between three of the five contributors was deemed 15 acceptable to retain an item in the first version of the questionnaire. More rather than less 16 items were included at this stage (cf. Velicer & Fava, 1998) , and of the initial 101 items, 82 17 reached consensus and were retained for the next stage of questionnaire development. 18 
Respondent perceptions of questionnaire items and format 19
Items on version 1 of the Impression Motivation in Sport Questionnaire-Team 20 (IMSQ-T1) were preceded by one of four statement stems (see Table 2 ). Each IMSQ-T1 item 21 assesses the respondent's strength of impression motivation using a 100mm visual analog 22 scale (see Figure 1) . 23
Measures 1
The Impression Motivation in Sport Questionnaire-Team. The 68-item IMSQ-T2 2 (described above) was employed to assess strength of impression motivation. 3
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS) Short Form C (Reynolds, 4 1982 ). This is a 13-item shortened version of the original MCSDS (Crowne & Marlowe, 5 1960). Participants indicate whether each statement is true or false of them, for example, "It 6 is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged," and receive 1 point 7 for each socially desirable response, and 0 for each non-socially desirable response. Hence, 8 scores on the MCSDS-C range from 0 (no social desirability) to 13 (all socially desirable 9 responses). The MCSDS-C was included to ascertain if participants displayed a socially 10 desirable response bias, to allow examination of whether or not the data collected in this 11 study could be influenced by variations in this self-report tendency. Reynolds (1982) 
Data Analysis 1
Analyses were conducted using SPSS ® version 15. To examine the tendency to 2 provide socially desirable responses, MCSDS-C data were subjected to independent samples 3 t-tests. If MCSDS-C scores at the higher versus lower end of the range were associated with 4 significantly different impression motivation scores, the veracity of IMSQ-T2 responses 5 would be questioned. Participants with missing impression motivation data were deleted 6 listwise in these analyses. 7
Next, the correlation matrix of the IMSQ-T2 underwent an EFA with principal axis 8 factor extraction, followed by oblique (direct oblimin; δ = 0) rotation of the resultant factor 9 loadings. With regards the latter, oblique rotation was chosen because the emergent factors 10 were anticipated to be correlated rather than orthogonal. Principal axis factoring (PAF) was 11 selected as a result of checks of the data's characteristics; specifically, the pattern of extreme 12 and missing data, and multivariate normality. SPSS missing value analysis returned a non-13 significant Little's χ 2 statistic (χ 2 (2385) = 2440.738, p = .209), denoting that missing values in 14 the current dataset were "missing completely at random" (MCAR). A dataset with cases 15 MCAR -in contrast to data missing at random or missing not at random -allows for either 16 pairwise or listwise deletion of cases with missing data (Schafer & Graham, 2002 However, a significant Mardia statistic disagreed (both computed using DeCarlo's, 1997,outlying cases, and the score of 28 participants (9%) was higher than the 0.001 critical value 1 of 108.54 (for 67 degrees of freedom). These participants were removed (additionally, 2 multivariate outliers tended to be those participants who recorded extreme and/or missing 3 scores, so eliminating them also removed a proportion of these undesired forms of response 4 bias) but disagreement remained between different assessments of multivariate normality. 5
Hence, principal axis factoring was chosen as the model-fitting procedure as it stipulates no 6 distributional assumptions, and in any case tends to produce a similar solution to its stricter 7 counterpart, maximum likelihood estimation, when the data are not severely non-normal 8 In the first EFA, items were free to load on any factor. The rotated pattern matrix was 22 inspected as it is more conservative than the structure matrix in estimating factor loadings and 23 the number of items that load on each factor, making the solution more distinct and thusincluded: theoretical 'fit' with its factor counterparts; a primary loading of ≥ .50; no cross-1 loading within .15 on the item's secondary factor; and communality (squared multiple 2 correlations) of ≥ .40 (see Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986 , for the importance of multiple 3 sources of information for the interpretation of factor solutions). Theoretically divergent and 4 statistically weak items were identified and deleted in each EFA iteration, until the desired 5 number of items per factor -in this case, four -remained. The total of 20 items (4 items x 5 6 factors) was targeted to provide an adequate representation of the underlying construct (i.e., 3 7 items per factor is the recommended minimum; Anderson & Rubin, 1956; Velicer & Fava, 8 1998) while ensuring the scale was quick to administer. An alpha level of .05 was used for all 9 statistical tests. 10
Results 11
Socially desirable responding (SDR). Completion rate of the MCSDS-C was 97.1% 12 (301 of the 310 participants completed the scale). Scores ranged from 0-13, with a mean of 13 6 .93 (SD = 2.67). Participants were grouped according to their MCSDS-C score (low SDR = 14 0-4, moderate SDR = 5-9, high SDR = 10-13; see Table 1 ). An independent samples t-test 15 revealed no significant differences between the extreme groups (low and high SDR groups) 16 in impression motivation (t(95) = 1.90, p> .05; based on overall IMSQ-T2 score). These results 17 therefore alleviate concern that SDR influenced participants' IMSQ-T2 responses. The initial five-factor EFA of the IMSQ-T2 accounted for 47.5% of the observed 24 variance in the 68 items. A total of 32 items satisfied the specified criteria for retention. Itwas immediately apparent, however, that the cut-off criterion for loadings on the pattern 1 matrix (≥ .50) was too strict for the latter factors (i.e., factors 4 and 5). Therefore, the cut-off 2 point was lowered to ≥.40 for these factors to reflect an appreciation that they are inherently 3 weaker contributors to the solution (cf. Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987) . Despite this consideration, 4 factor 5 still contained only two items: this factor was deemed trivial to the scale's continued 5 refinement, and attributed to over-extraction in the presence of considerable obliqueness on 6 the part of the preceding PA and MAP (Beauducel, 2001) . A second decision was made 7 concurrently: as the strongest contributor to the solution (i.e., largest eigenvalue, higher 8 average factor loadings), factor 1 was now allotted eight instead of four items, to counter the 9 four lost with the removal of factor 5. Hence, of the 32 items mentioned above, 30 were 10 forwarded for a second EFA, and 4 factors were requested of SPSS. 11
The second EFA of the IMSQ-T2 accounted for 56.3% of variance in the 30 items, 12 and the scree plot definitively supported the loss of factor 5. Statistically, all items were 13 satisfactory representations of their underlying factor. To bring the IMSQ-T2 down to its 14 intended size (20 items), the current authors independently undertook a theoretical review of 15 the remaining 30 items. The authors then came together to discuss which items could be 16 omitted before the next EFA was run. For example, on factor 1, item 25 ("I am motivated to 17 create the impression of an athlete who is extremely motivated") was thought to be subsumed 18 by the more tangible, specific qualities contained in the content of items 16 ("...has a good 19 attitude"), 20 ("...is enthusiastic"), and 26 ("...is committed to the team"). Items on the other 20 factors had to withstand similar scrutiny, and were deleted after a consensus was reached. 21
The third EFA justified the choices that were made -it produced a 20-item 4-factor 22 solution that displayed 'simple structure' (i.e., strong primary loadings, no close cross-23 loaders), and accounted for 59.4% of the observed variance in the items (IMSQ-T3; Table 2 ).from zero, from .59 (factor 4) to .68 (factor 1), suggesting that the manifest variables were 1 good indicators of their latent variable (see Table 2 ). Cronbach's alpha coefficients (n = 272; 2 factor 1: .88, factor 2: .80, factor 3: .78, factor 4: .70) suggested adequate-to-good internal 3 consistency in the presence of at least moderately strong inter-item correlations (George & 4
Mallery, 2003). Inter-factor correlations support the theoretical notion that self-presentation 5 motives are related but largely independent (range, in terms of magnitude of difference from 6 zero = .07 to .36; average difference from zero = .27; see Brief Discussion for their more 7 detailed consideration). 8
Brief Discussion, Study 2 9
The purpose of Study 2 was to identify the latent factor structure of the IMSQ-T2 and 10 its most parsimonious factorial solution. EFA provided support for a 20-item, 4-factor 11 measurement model (IMSQ-T3) that has statistical and theoretical integrity. All items loaded 12 substantially (≥ .5 on factors 1-3, ≥ .4 on factor 4; see Table 2 ) and significantly on their 13 primary factor and did not have secondary loadings within the pre-specified range (i.e., .15). 14 The IMSQ-T3 factors (social identity development, avoidance of damaging impressions, 15 avoidance of negative outcomes, and self development) and its items share some 16 commonality with the self-presentational motives summarised in Leary's (1995) review 17 (desired social and/or material outcomes, development of desired identities and self-esteem, 18 and emotion regulation), but at the same time retain uniqueness attributable to the sports 19 context. These four factors are themselves theoretical hypotheses which warrant testing with 20 data from an independent sample (see Stevens, 1996) . 21
Interestingly, the avoidance of negative outcomes (factor 3) was negatively correlated 22 with all other factors (with I = -.32, II = -.24, IV = -.36), whereas factor 2 (avoidance of 23 damaging impressions), despite being similarly toned, was not (with I = .07, IV = .28).
functions (using self-presentation to avoid undesired outcomes). If verified in subsequent 1 samples, potential explanations can be sought; however, this was not within the scope of the 2 current study. The development motives (factors 1 and 4) share the strongest positive 3 relationship (.36), and the strongest negative relationship was seen between factors 3 and 4 4 (avoidance of negative outcomes and self development; -.36); in fact, three of the six factor 5 correlations were negative, suggesting that the self-presentation motives are not mutually 6 exclusive. Additionally, the use of self-presentation for self development had the most 7 consistent and strongest relationship with other factors. Finally, although not significant, the 8 difference in impression motivation scores between the high and low SDR groups did 9 approach significance (p = .06). Therefore, a similar analysis was conducted with the next 10 sample. responses were influenced by social desirability, MCSDS-C data were examined with 13 independent samples (high versus low SDR groups) t-tests. Whereas EFA is data-driven, 14 confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is guided by the theoretical foundation on which the 15 interpretation of the EFA model was based (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996) . Hence, CFA was 16 used to specify a priori which observed variables theoretically comprise each latent factor 17 and to acknowledge the measurement error in the observed variables (the 'measurement 18 model'). Specification was also made of the 'structural model': the variables which were 19 hypothesized to be the causal predictors in the model, how both the items and factors were 20 anticipated to covary, and to what extent these parameters were free to be estimated in the 21 analysis (Kenny, 1998) . 22
The initial model specified 4 correlated factors, each comprised of 4 (factors 2 23 through 4) to 8 (factor 1) items. Each factor had its measurement scale 'set' with the fixing of 24 the loading of one indicator variable per factor (a 'reference variable') to equal 1 (Hoyle,1991). Regression weights for the remaining 16 items were to be estimated in the analysis, as 1 were item and factor variances, and finally, the strength of correlation between latent 2 variables (i.e., 6 covariances between the 4 factors). Hence, the specified model was over-3 identified as required for CFA: the number of parameters to be estimated was less than the 4 number of known parameters (Bollen, 1989 ). An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical 5 tests. ('excellent' fit = ≥ .95). 10
Socially desirable responding (SDR). 397 participants (97.8%) completed the 12 MCSDS-C, with scores ranging from 1-13 and a mean score of 6.82 (SD = 2.66). An 13 independent samples t-test comparison of the low and high SDR groups (see Table 1 compared to their factor counterparts. In addition, an EFA was run with the CFA sample data 7 for corroboration of cross-loading items, i.e., from primary and secondary loadings on the 8 structure and pattern matrices. 9
For example, the 'Self Development' item, "I am motivated to create a good 10 impression because I wish to be respected by my teammates" (item 5 on the IMSQ-T2), fit 11 least well with items 3 ("...then other people's impressions of me will match how I'd like to 12 be thought of"), 9 ("...the positive feedback I'll get makes me feel good"), and 11 ("...if 13 others have confidence in me, so will I"), while concurrently having less robust statistical 14
properties. In contrast, the 'Avoidance of Negative Outcomes' item, "I am motivated to 15 create a good impression when I am competing for selection" (item 42 on the IMSQ-T2), 16 displayed weaker statistical properties than its factor counterparts and was toned in a very 17 different way (item 31: "...on my coach, so that he/she doesn't demote me to a lower team"; 18 item 40: "...so that my coach is less likely to sub me after making silly mistakes": and item 19 46: "...on my coach, so that he/she doesn't sub me out of the game in crucial situations"). 20 Hence, the statistical benefit of deleting each item was evaluated in relation to its potential 21 theoretical impact. Indeed, fit was improved with the deletion of items which were 22 theoretically problematic. The aim of study 2 was to find the 4 best items for the new scale 23 (and 8 for factor 1), and while CFA did not support that structure outright, losing two items 24 from factor 1 and one item from each of factors 2 to 4 (because they are half the size of factor suggesting that each indicator was significantly explained by its factor. Inter-factor 12 correlations ranged from .25 to .83 (x ‾ = .49; Table 4 ). Cronbach's alpha for the four factors 13 were all moderately high (see Table 4 ). boxing (Halbert, 1997) . However, gaining an appreciation of impression motivation and self-21 presentational constructs has not been the primary purpose of these studies (i.e., sport 22 anxiety, substitutes' experiences, coaching effectiveness, and the struggles of female boxers 23 in a male-dominated subculture, respectively), which the current study aimed to address.
Consequently, a primary finding of the current research is the resultant factor 1 structure of the IMSQ-T, which provides direct insight into the construct of impression 2 motivation. The first factor on the IMSQ-T contains 6 items that tap the athlete's 'Social 3 identity development' via their self-presentation; for example, of an athlete who is 4 enthusiastic, constantly willing to learn, and committed to the team. Factor 2, labeled 5 'Avoidance of damaging impressions,' contains 3 items that reflect a motive to impression-6 manage to avoid harmful evaluative reactions from important others. Factor 3 contains 3 7 items under the label 'Avoidance of negative outcomes,' and represents an acknowledgement 8 that creating an undesirable impression may lead to adverse consequences in sport, for 9
instance, demotion to a lower team (cf. James & Collins, 1995 , 1997 . Factor 4, labeled 'Self 10 development' and including 3 items, reflects an awareness that other people's reactions to our 11 self-presentations may impact how we view ourselves (Tice, 1992) . Factor 4 was considered 12 conceptually distinct from factor 1 because not all identities are other-focused (i.e., they can 13 relate to one's team; Hogan & Briggs, 1986 ); developing aspects of one's private identity 14 (self-concept) may involve less overt or perhaps controllable behaviors (Leary, 1995) , and the 15 outcomes are arguably less associated with what the layperson (or lay-athlete) knows as 16 impression management. Team-sport athletes were most strongly motivated to use self-17 presentation to aid the development of a desired social identity (factor 1; see Table 4 ). 18
The structure of the IMSQ-T almost parallels Leary's (1995) IV. Self development 3. then other people's impressions of me will match how I'd like to be thought of**** 5. I wish to be respected by my team-mates**** 9. the positive feedback I'll get makes me feel good **** 11. if others have confidence in me, so will I **** Note. Primary factor loadings are in bold font; all standardized factor loadings are significant at p < .05; 
5
Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, CI = confidence interval for relevant point 
